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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Dean of the Faculty appointed this Committee in Octo-
ber 1967, in part because he and the Dean of the Graduate
School of Arts and Sciences wished to have the Faculty consider
the implications of the recent rapid increase in the number of
students admitted to the Graduate School. Our assignment,
proved, oddly cnough, to be nitew in Harvard’s history. As the
authors of the recent Dunlop- Committee Report point out,
“It is significant that the faculty [after World War II] dis-
cussed the size of the college but not its own size or that of tlLe
graduate school.”” *

It was agreed, therefore, that the Committee on the Future
of the Graduate School would consider in detail the aemands
imposed by increasing numbers of students upon the resources
of the faculty; resources to be defined in the broadest possible
sense. Our mandate, however, extended to all aspects of a
graduate student’s career: departmental admission practices,
the competition for financial aid, the lives of graduate students
in residence in Cambridge, the special problems of Teaching
Fellows and graders, and post-doctoral programs. After its
first meetings, the Committee sent ocut to all chairmen of de-
partments and committees a questionnaire (see Appendix to
this Chapter). Each member of thes Committee subsequently
met with a series of department or commitiee chairmen and
obtained information on present departmental practices, and
opinions on all matters of interest to us.

By mid-winter 196%—-68 we had discovered that perhaps the
most serious problems upon which we wculd have to report

* Report of the Committee on Recruitment and Retention of Faculty (May
1, 1968), p. 25.




were those concerning the morale of graduate students, both
those who were Teaching Fellows and those who were not.
Partly to give ourselves time to carry out these further investiga-
tions, we decided, in consultation with the Dean of the Faculty,
not to try to produce a report during the academic year 1964~
68. There was also a second reason for postponing the report:
during 1967-68 it scemed impossible to discover in advance
what would be in 1968-6g the actual impact of the new draft
regulations upon the size of the Graduate School. So the earlier
interviews with chairmen and departmental representatives were
followed in the fall term of 19gF8-6g by a series of interviews
and consultations with graduate students from all departments,
individually and in groups. 7

Our work overlapped in time with that of the Dunlop Com-
mittee, which early decided to leave to us all questions con-
cerning Teaching Fellows.2 We are grateful to Professor John
'I'. Dunlop for turning over to ns all replies from T'eaching
Fellows to the questionnaire that his Committee sent to each
member of the Faculty (““The Harvard Environment for Study
and Living”). After the appointment of our Committee the
Dean of the Faculty appointed two additional committees,
whose interests also overlapped with ours: that chaired by
Professor Henry Rosovsky on African and Afro-American
Studies, which shared with us its views on black graduate
students, and that chaired by Professor George C. Homans
on the Houses wihich shared with us its views on graduate
students in the Houses.

Because this report comes to the faculty for its consideration
so soon after that of the DCunlop Committee, we think it useful
to cormment on the similarities and the differznces between the
two. Like the Dunlop Committee, we were concerned chiefly
with the future well-being of a large segment of the University
community, they with the faculty and we with the graduate
students. But many of the Dunlop Coramittee’s recommenda-
tions — with regard to changing the titles and structure of the
faculty, or with regard to improving housing and schooling in
Cambridge — are long-range recommendations, sure to remain

2 Dunlop Report, p. iv.
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in effect for many years. Our recommendations, on the other
hand — -vith perhaps one or two notable exceptions — are short-
range, and ought to be subject to review pericdically at intervals
of five years or less. Moreover, while faculty approval is as es-
sential for our recommendations as for those of the Dunlop
Committee, the actual power to put into practice either set
of recommendations does not reside with the faculty as a whole.
Only the President and the Governing Boards have the power to
transform into action faculty approval of many of the Dunlop
proposals. Only the individual departments of the faculty will
have the power to transform into action faculty approval — if
it be forthcoming — of most of our proposals.

Our intensive self-education i the customs of Harvard de-

Harvard departménts, thcse iGﬂVEHtIClES of amaur-praprs and
syndir:ates of academic power. Much that is true for the Natural
Sciences is simply not true for the Social Sciences and the
Humanities. The Natural Sciences, for example, are rich —
that is, individual professors in the Natural Sciences usually
have res=arch grants which enable them to finance the thesis-
writing of those of their doctoral candidates not already sup-
ported by other grants, of which they have access to a wide
variety. Though worried about decreases in government sup-
port for g-fadt ate research, the Natural Science departments as
a group find it almost impossible to understand the problems
of finding sufficient support for gracluate students in the Social
Sciences, where goveriiment money is much scarcer, or in the
Humanities, where it is scarcer still. Neither half realizes how
the other half lives. In the pages that follow we have made
certain generalizations witl vegard to graduate study in all three
areas; some of these we ku.ow are probably less true (or truer)
for Natural Scientists than for Social Scientists or Humanists.
We have also been impressed by the difficulty of ascertaining
precise numerical truth. Departmental figures f@r admissions
and registrations often differ from those that the Graduate
School provides for the department in question. Sometimes
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one or the other, but never both, lumps new registrants with
readmitted students; sometimes departments may not add in
numbers of students admitted late — over the summer — with
those admitted earlier; somztimes a chairman, a secretary, a
dean, or even a computer makes a mistake. There are some
things that nobody knows or can discover: for example, how
many graduate students are employed as research assistants by
how many professors in which departments? If a computzr
has not been taught when paylng such a research assistant, to
take note that it is in fact paying such a research assistant, it
simply pays him and passes on, leaving him the richer but
nobody the wiser.

In the various tables and calculations that follow in this
report, we are conscious that, though we have when necessary
found the numbér of women and added them to the number
of men to get a total number of students, and when necessary
and possible “boiled out” the “readmits’”’ to get a pure residue
of new registrants, some errors may remain and our numbers

*:—;y’ be c:nl*y apprm;imat& We have, however, relied on our

Mr. Thomas K. Sisson and Dr. Humphrey Doermann have
assisted us from the beginning; and when we faltered, we got
valuable help from Dean Reginald H. Phelps and Mryrs. Nina
P. Hillgarth. We also consulted an interesting study prepared
by Dr. Doermann for Deans Franklin L. Ford and J. P. Elder
on “Baccalaureate Origins and Performance of Students in the
Harvard Graduate School of Arts and Sciences,” which itself
was based in part on a series of discussions with various depart-
mental representatlv es. We are g.lsz:: gratéful to Erc:ifesscrr Walter
dunng its ﬁrsl: year.

Certain of the questions we raised in our original question-
naire proved not to warrant detailed treatment in this report.
One of these is the question of attrition — the drop-out of grad-
uate students before the completion of their Ph.D. degrees —
and another is the related question of the length of time it takes
to get a Ph.D. Dr. Doermann’s study shows that between so
and 60 per cent of those who now embark on Ph.D. programs
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actually :‘:umpleté them, that the time from first registration
until receipt of the Ph.D. degreez averages about six and one-half
years, and that the degree is awarded most usually eight to nine
years after the receipt of the A.B. The drop-out rate is markedly
greater for female students than for mates. Dr. Doermann esti-
mates that 65 per cent of the males who enrolled in 1959—60
have already received or may be expected eventually to receive
the Ph.D. degree; 67 per cent in the Natural Sciences, 69 per
cent in the Social Sciences, and 54 per cent in the Humanities.

The reasons for drop-out defy numerical tabulation. For
women students, marriage and child-bearing is obviously an
important one. For men and women both, lack of financial
suppori, especially in the Humanities, is another. Flagging
spirits is certainly a third. Some students ought never to have
been admitted. We believe that the high rate of drop-outs
means that Harvard resources are being uneconomically used,
but we have come to believe that the best way to attack the
problem and to decrease the number of drop-outs is to accept
our recommendations in the chapters which follow: with re-
spect to the size of the Graduate School, to admissions and fel-
lowsLip policies, and to the improvement of graduate student
morzale. If the fuculty and the departments and the adminis-
tration do all the things we are asking them to do, we think
that the rate of attricion will drop markedly.

We believe that the length of time required to obtain the
Ph.D. degree is entirely a departmental problem, the most
exclusively departmental problem we know of. Whatever we
think of one another’s practices is irrelevant. Any attempt
from the outside, no matter how well meant, to speed up the
process by setting an arbitrary number of years as a iimit, we
think inappropriate. Even the generous Harvard Prize Fel-

lowships err here. One chairman writes:

‘The Harvard Prize Fellowships are indispensable, but they are
rigged against the interests of our field. Our students normally take
generals at the end of the third year, as do those in all other grad-
uate schools. When we have to move tiu, date up nine to twelve
months the students simply get less good training. Our '%'}_f;fpal’t-
mental requirement of a qualifying paper before the generals is a
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major educational device and a me=zns of eliminating those wh
cannot cope. For Prize Fellows we have to put this after the gen
erals, and it is less valid educationally. The five-year limit is
unrealistic, and is achieved only by the narrow student.

Like everybody else, we feel that it would be pleasant to have
more studenis finish sooner. But here again we think that
the adoption of our other recommendations may bring about
the result we all want faster than efforts to interfere with de-
partmental standards.

We were struck by the intimate connections between the
main problems we dealt with. We do not think it will suffice
to adopt any one group of our recommendations and let the
others go. We should like to emphasize the fact that we unani-
mously agree on the recommendations that follow as a de-
sirable package, and that we would deplore the adoption of
some and not of otiers.

Early in our deliberations we decided that we should try
to discover whether there existed among the Harvard faculty
sentiment favoring major changes in the present system of
graduate cducation at Harvard. Other great universities have
separate graduate and undergraduate faculties. Otber great
universities give to the Dean of the Graduate School 1esponsi-
bility for a wide range of policies, including the admission of
graduate students and the award of fellowships. Other great
universitie: l:ave created and granted graduate degrees diffex-
ing in meauing from the traditional Ph.D. degree: a ““I'eaching
P‘h D ” or a “Master of Philﬂs@?h?“ dég‘rée Signiiying usuallgr
excgpi; for the thesis. At EIarvard on the other hant:_l t.he same
Faculty of Arts and Sciences has taught graduates and under-
graduates; the departments decide on admissions and on other
policy recommendations; and there is no degree beyond the
Master of Arts except the Ph.D.

To the gratification of the Committee, and somewhat to its
surpnse it Encc:untered no ,ssntzmgﬂt wkgigﬁsf in favc:r of any
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these issues, as follows. A single faculty teaching. both under-
graduate and graduate students is the glory of the Harvard
system. We prefer a decentralized Graduate School where the
departments make binding recommendations upon the Dean.
We do not wish to institute a ““teaching degree,” and we regard
the dichotomy — so often encountered — between ‘‘teaching”
and “research’’ as a false one.




APPENDIX

Questionnaire Sent to all Department and Committee Chairmen
in October 1967

I
BEFORE THE GRADUATE STUDENT GETS TO FIARVARD

How are our graduate students selected?
Are there any variations from department to department, and what
are they?

identify and attract top-flight candidates who have not worked in
first-rate institutions or under men trained at Harvard?

Is there any way to find talent now escaping us: specifically, to

How is our present treaty system working? Are other universities
completely honoring agreements with regard to deadlines for apP11=
cations for fellowships and admission? Are we the victims of piracy
in recruiting?

Is there any better way to spot the feeble before they arrive?
What is the present ratio between those who are admitted and those
- who accept, department by department?

Is there any way to decrease the wastefulness of admitting many
who do not accept?

What is the relationship between the relative rank of graduate
students when they are admitted and their relative rank at the time
they receive their degrees?

More generally: are the present selection procedures satisfactory?
Should there be suggestinns for any general change? Should in-

dividual departments be given the opportunity (and/or the funds)
to expeniﬂent with interviews or additional selection i;Eﬁhnlclues?

Should a quota be established for each department? If so, should
the department itself be encouraged to determine it? Should con-
sultation with the Dean be encouraged, recommended, required?

to be admnted and/«:}r a mEXImum, with the understanding that

Should each department establish an optimal number of candidates

8
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How many present entering graduate students have already had
graduate work? Impact on their performance?

Can the standards of all or some (and if some, which) departments
be raised? How can the operation be made even more rigorous?

I1
THE GRADUATE STUDENT AT HARVARD
(a)

How great a load do the present numbers impose upon departments?
Who is taking too many graduate students, and who toc few, i.e.

for the health of the undergraduate teaching program? Pressures
on professors, libraries, laboratories?

Quotas of fellowship funds available for Humanities, Social Sci-
ences, Natural Sciences.
How far will the new Ford inoney make up for the loss of the Wood-
row Wilson funds?
What amounts can be reasonably expected from the various gov-
ernment programs, present and projected?
How big a deficit do we run per each existing graduate student?
Impact of the changes in the draft laws?

(b)
How many Teaching Fellows are there now, at what fractions of
time, department by department?
How great is each department’s dependence upon Teaching Fel-
lows for its present undergraduate teachlﬂg prf:agram?

ments began to appmnt more Instrui:tc:rs to dc: the teachin? that
Teaching Fellows now do, would nc the instruction be superior?
What would this cost?

How far would the apparent increased cost be offset by the decrease
in the deficit created by each graduate student?

How would a decrease in the number of Teaching Fellows affect
the Prize Fellowship program, in which a two year period as Teach-
ing Fellow has been included?

Why does the departmental acceptance of the Prize Fellowship

9




program vary so widely? How successful has it been? What are its
problems?
What would the optimum reduction in the number of Teaching
Fellows ber
fraction of their time? o
What is the real history of the present discontent, how reasonable
are the demands of the present “union”? How should these be
"dealt with?
What would a reasonable definition of 1/5 time be, department by
department?
Where are the heaviest injustices in the present definition of frac-
tional time?
Can inequities be discovered, corrected? How much would it cost?
What is the relationship of the Teaching Fellow population to the
population of graders? Should the present pay for graders be
raised and how much?
Would a new program of dissertation fellowships, especially in the
Humanities and Social Sciences, shorten the time students spend as
Teaching Fellows, and perhaps help to reduce the number of Teach-
ing Fellows?
.Could this be tied in with a post-doctoral fellowship program (see
below)?

(<)
Is the question of the length of time it takes to get a Ph.D. still
a live issue? Can individual departments maintain standards and
speed up their programs by modifying certain requirements?
How near are we to a uniform five-year program, department by
departmentre
What do we think of the Yale Master of Philosophy degree and
various other dilutions of traditional Ph.D. programs?
Should the committee reaffirm this Faculty's distrust of the false
dichotomy between teaching and research?

(d)
What is the present rate of attrition: what percentage of graduate
students admitted, department by department, do not finish?

10
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Do you know why? What are tire most important reasons for drop-
ping out, and is there a time thai can be identified as particularly
dangerous?

Can anything be done to minimize undesirable dropping out?

Could we provide more financial security if we had fewer students,
and how much, if how many fewer, and would it be worth it?

II1
PosT:DOCTORAL

After students have obtained their Ph.D., what degree of dissatis-
faction do they later manifest with their Harvard programs?

Are there any recurring elements here which we can spot, attack,
eliminate?

Does the Chemistry program, using post-doctoral research fellows
for tutorial, offer opportunities in other fields?

Should we consider a general new program for post-doctoral fel-
lows?

Could such a program, for example, be made to include in a single
package (1) a dissertation fellowship, (2) a two or three year term
as post-doctoral fellow and Tutor with half time tutorial and half
time free for research: i.e. the transformation of the accepted thesis
into a publishable book or series of articles? (3) The guarantee of
a research grant for a return to Harvard at a later date for a year
of research leave (five years out, ten years out, or whenever)?

What would the relationship of such a program be to the Society
of Fellows?

What might be the sources of funds for a post-doctoral fellowship
program?

Might such a post-doctoral fellowship program be extended to men
who have received their degrees from other institutions?

How well is the Harvard Graduate Society for Advanced Study and
Research doing in interesting and obtaining the support of our
Ph.D.s?

Is our placement program adequate and do we provide our Ph.D.s
with enough continuing cradle-to-grave support for grants, new
jobs, etc.?

14
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CHAPTER II

SIZE OF THE GRADUATE SCHOOL

Between the academic year 19g60-61 and the academic year
1967-68 the combined undergraduate enrollment of Harvard
and Radcliffe Colleges rose by 5 per cent.! In the same period
the number of full-time tenure members of the Faculty of Arts
and Sciences rose by 15 per cent. However, the number of
resident graduate students, men and women, rose by 34 per
cent.2 If we were to use 1951—52 as the base year instead of
196061, the percentages of increase would be 13 per cent for
undergraduates, 33 per cent for full-time tenure members of
the fac:ulty, and 63 per cent fﬁr graduaté students.
uli;y am:l i)i the (}racluate St:hc;ml in the appxeh&nsmng thai; lecl
to the creation of this Committee. During the past seventeen
years the number of graduate students has risen almost twice
as fast as the number of faculty members. The burden upon
the faculty has been increasing, and the expansion of the
Graduate School is largely responsible for the increase. Have
we been devoting to the training of graduate students some
of the time we would otherwise have given to the teaching of
undergraduates or to research or administration? Almost cer-
tainly. And if not, and if instead some of us have continued to
divide our time as we did in 1960, adding no more to the total
time we give to graduate insiruction in general, then we have
inevitably been forced to give far less time to each individual
graduate student than we did in 1g6o.

We are conscious that we are mez&ly saying in another way

or taak leave of absn.n#:ei
2 See the Appendix to this Chapter.



and in somewhat stronger language what the Dean of the Grad-
uate School said in his report for 196%:

I am gravely concerned over the size of the School, and am con-
vinced that not only should it not continue to grow but ought sub-
stantially to reduce its size, which would not make it a less excellent
school . . . bigness per se is not a necessity. . . . I mean to invite
[the departme 1ts] to set quotas upon themselves, and then firmly
stick to them.

It is sometimes argued that bigness is a necessity: that Har-
vard has a moral and social obligation to the nation to train as
many graduate students as possible. T'o this we reply that there
are already many and soon will be more graduate schools far
larger in numbers than Harvard could possibly become. We
are conscious of Harvard’s national obligation, but we believe
we must continue to put our emphasis upon the high quality of
our students rather than upon our numbers. We believe these
numbers are already so far inflated that they have begun to
affect adversely the quality of our graduate programs.

Had the Committee reported in 19647-68, it would probably
have said that the Graduate School had increased, was increas-
ing, and ought to be diminished. However, the year 1968-6g
actually saw a dropping off in numbers, of 7 per cent in total
enrol'ment and of 14 per cent in the size of the entering class.
This decrease was in part due to the draft. Study of Dean
Elder’s report for 1967-68 reveals that he is not sure what
part, and we cannot try to penetrate any labyrinth that has
baffled him. While it is not at present possible to prédu:t with
any certainty the impact of the draft upon the class of graduate

students that will enter in the academic year 196g—70, there

seems to be a general feeling that it may be severe. The first
six months of 1969 may produce draft calls almost twice as large
as those for the last half of 1968. As college graduates bave
become eligible and therefore immediately subject to the draft,
it is likely that go per cent more college graduates — and there-
fore many more candidates for graduate school — will be drafted
in the next year.

Nobody can look ahead with any degree of assurance past
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this mel. -holy prospect. But if, as we all hope, the Vietnam
war comes to an end during the calendar year 1969 or 1g%o,
the pressures on the graduate school for rapid increases in grad-
vate enrollment, or at the very least for a return to the 1967-68
level, may be expected to be heavy. It is this situation that Har-
vard may expect to face for the academic year 1g70-%1 and
subsequent years, and it is for this period that we, anticipating
no immediate large-scale increase in the number of tenure
faculty at Harvard, have tried to make recommendations in the
paragraphs that follow. We are of course aware that Harvard
is fully committed to readinitting graduate students in good
standing whose careers were interrupted by the war.

As we have indicated, it was not altogether the draft that
produced the 17 per cent decrease in the size of the class that
entered in the fall of 1968. Many of the departments, even
despite an increase in applications, heeded Dean Elder’s ad-
monitions, reduced the number of their acceptances for 1968—
69, and will now receive appropriate cheers from the Dean in
his report for that yeax.

But we do not believe the cuts went deep enough. We think
a Graduate School of 3,000 or more resident students is too
large for Harvard’s resources. We attribute the malaise among
current graduate students in part to excessive numbers. Almost
all the graduate students with whom we talked complained
more or less bitterly that members of the faculty were giving
them too little vime. Those who said that they were receiving
enough personal attention to make it possible for them to push
on successfully with their work, complained almost as bitterly
that members of the faculty showed far too little interest in
talking with them about anything except strictly business
matters, We do not think such complaints would altogether
disappear even if the number of graduate students was miracu-
lously reduced to one for each permanent member of the fac-
ulty. But we do think that the climate would improve markedly
— and at present it is very bad — if the Graduate School were
smaller.

We believe that the malaise is worst in the largest depart-
ments, and that within the large departments it is worst in those
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fields that have attracted the raost students. We have various
suggestions for alleviating it (see below, Chapter IV), but we
do not think that even the enthusiastic simultaneous adoption
of all these will prove effective unless the departments them-
selves proceed over a period of time to reduce the number of
students they admit.

We do not think we know how big the ideal Harvard Grad-
uate School would be, or that in these matters there are any
magic numbers. But we believe that, beginning with appli-
cants for admission for 1g70-71, the faculty should proceed
over a five-year period to reduce the size of the Graduate School
by at least 20 per cent: from approximately 3,000 students to
approximately 2,400 students. The way to do this is to cut
each new class, beginning with the class of 197071, by 20 per
cent below the 19647—-68 figure.

It would be easy to recommend that for a period of five
years beginning with the academic year 1g7o0—%1 all depart-
ments and committees cut their annual admissions to the
Graduate School by 20 per cent below their figure for 1967—68.
But we believe that this would be unfair. Certain departments
— notably Mathematics and Philosophy — have either resisted
the pressure to increase or have already cut back earlier in-
creases. Certain other flourishing programs — Applied Mathe-
matics, Biochemistry, Chemical Physics, Medical Sciences,
Celtic, Linguistics, Near Eastern Languages — have increased
in numbers as the result of new appointments to the faculty
or of new combinations of previous appointments, and might
quite reasonably object if asked to reduce their numbers in
this way. Moreover (see Table 1 on page 16), the increase in
numbers since 1960—61 has taken place unevenly among the
three areas of Humanities, Social Sciences, and Natural Sci-
ences.

As a more equitable way to move our numbers — over a
five-year period — back toward a Graduate School of approxi-
mately 2,400 (note that the total number in 1960-61 was 2,321)
we have considered proposing instezd that in each of the five
years beginning with the academic year 1970471 each depart-
ment and committee, with the exception of those mentioned

,15
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TAFELE 13

REGISTERED RESIDENT GRADUATE ENROLLMENT BY AREA

) 7&!::5@111[:2—7 )

) ) ) E‘eir‘x:gﬁté;;gé
Area 1960-61 o708 Change

Natural Scicnces 879 1,070 “Fi191 +229%
Social Sciences Bag* 1,103 “4-2%9 “+-34
Humanities 618 055 +315 —+51

TOTAL 2;;?;2 1 é;lDEl +’735 +34%

* This number includes 54 students in Anthropology, a Department grouped
with the Natural Sciences in the Dean’s Report of 1960-61 but since shifted to
the Social Sciences.

above, admit no more graduate students than it did in 1g60-61
or as an average during the tbree years 1959—1962. But study
of the admission figures for those years indicated that in fact
such a proposal would not produce the reduction we are seek-
ing. The average entering class during those three years was
almost, if not quite, as large as that for 1967-68.

However, we found that we might Lope at least to approxi-
mate the 20 per cent cut that we are seeking by recommending
instead that each department or committee (with the excep-
tion of Applied Mathematics, Biochemistry, Chemical Physics,
Medical Sciences, Celtic, Linguistics, and Near Eastern Lan-
guages) use as its base figure for admissions in 1970-71 and the
four following years the number of admissions that it actually
offered in its “minimum” year, i.e., that year during the period
between 1060—61 and 1967-68 in which it registered the fewest
new graduate students. Table 2 shows admissions and regis-
trations by area and department in every year between 1960-61
and 1967-68, and the “minimum” year admissions and regis-
trations. (See pages r8—2r1 below.)

It is not possible to predict precisely the number of students

admitted who will accept admission. The rate of yield seems

to fluctuate unpredictably. But when one selects each depart-

ment’s “minimum’’-intake year one finds that the total yield

was 42 per cent: i.e., when one adds the students admitted in
' each department’s “minimum’” year, one finds that the total for
the Graduate School was 1,352 and of those registered 572. In
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more recent years, however, the yield has been more nearly
51 per cent; so that 1;352 tlEkEtS Qf admISSIGﬂ mlght now be

zfg as we are regn:zmmf:ﬂdzng; zzll ﬂ.:?gmrtms?zts return to Ekgzr
“minimum’’ year acceptance figure, most of them may expect
something like a 7 to 8§ per cent increase above their “mini-
mum’ year registration figure. Since we have calculated that
an entering class of 660 to 680 of actual registrants would over
five years give us a Graduate School of approximately 2,400,
the “minimum’ year admissions formula seems likely to come
closer to achieving our aims than any other we can devise.
Table g relates the “minimum” year admissions and regis-

trations bjf department to curremnt accePtanc_e ‘YlEldS ancl CQIII—

rgcgmméncied fgrmula with threeeyear averaggs of a::tual en-
rollment by department between 1965-66 and 1967-68. (See

pzzggs f;:;_gi:;- E?s’-lm:u )

it shfgxuld be ::‘arriecl out Wit}." some ﬂEXIblllty in thé case
of those departments in which it is customary for junior (non-
permanent) members of the faculty to direct Ph.D. theses, and
which offer this opportunity to their junior faculty as a regu-
lar part of their work. The Committee is also aware that com-
pliance with this recommendation may wreak unexpected hard-
ship upon individual departments, some of which may have
deliberately under-admitted in their ‘“minimum’ year in order
to compensate for over-admitting or over-registering in thﬁ
previous year; and others r:ef which may represent other new
programs whose “minimum’ year was too small to adopt as a
measure for the future. We therefore further recommend that
any dep:rtment so affected seek relief by consultation with the

Eeaﬁ t::;f_ ;3.”3 Fa::ultjr

of the ﬁve years beglﬁﬁing w;th 1975—71 enri:rlls actual new
entering students in a number greater than 8o per cent of tnose
actually enrolled in 196%7—-68 cut its admissions for the next
year by a corresponding number.

We further recommend that every department or commit-
tee whose admissions have remained stable since 19g60—-61 care-
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TABLE 3

ProOJECTED NEW ENROLLMENTS IF MINIMUM YEAR ADMISSIONS
Ficures ARE ADOPTED, COMPARED WITH ACTUAL ENROLL-
MENTS, 1965—68 — 3-YEAR AVERAGE

_Equals:
Projected
Number
of New
Enroll-
ments
(Adjusted
for recent
Yield)

Number of
Recent
Actual

Times:
Actual
Percentage
Yield,
1965/6

69/8
19067,
(Avg.)

o N?-
Admitted
_1n
Lowest-
Intake-
Year

~ Lowest-Single-Year
Actual New Enrollment

New
Enrollments
¢ IééﬁS?fsﬁé
I907/=;
a=¥Yr. Avggj)r

Number

Year
Pepartment Inveolved
NATURAIL SCIENCES
Applied Math. 65/6
Astronomy 62/3
Biochemistry, etc. 64/5

Biology
Biophysics

Chemical Physics

Chemistry
DEAP *

Forest Sciences

Geology
Mathematics

Medical Sciences

Physics

Psychology

Statistics
TOTALS

62/3
60/1
G1/2
62/3
63/4
6o/1
65/6
65/6
62/3
65/6
61/2
61/=2

SOCIAL SCIENCES

Anthropology
Economics
Education
History

62/3
63/4
6o/1
62/3

534

32
75

88

297

64/5
62/3
61/2
6o/1
61/2 2
66/7 -
67/8 1 1

History & FEL

Study of Religion

History of
Am. Civ.

History of Science

Political Science

MES etc.

Pol. Econ. &
Gov’t

Reg. Studies —
East Asia

Reg. Studies —
Middle East

Reg. Studies —
USSR 65/6 18 27

Social Relations 62/3 g2 58 7

TOTALS . 202 441 54% 238 324 __

G %

7

® O OW

63/4 13 33

67/8 23

29



TABLE g (continued)

— — . T f :Eiq,uslszr 7' -
Times: Projected Number of
i Actual Number Recent
_ ) o No. Fercentage of New Actual
~ Lowest-Single-Year Admitted Yield, Enroll- New
Actual New Enrollment ~_in 1965/6 ments  Enrollments
—_— — — Lowest- to (Adjusted (1965/6—
) Year - . Intake- 1067/8 for recent 1967/8;
I;legartm;ent ) In,vgivgdr I{umbgr Yea: (Avg.) ~ Yield) . 3-Yr. ,Ptvg.}
HUMANITIES ' ' ' - ' -
City & Reg. Plan. 60/1 809, 2 6
Celtic 6o/1 cas R 77 R 6
Classics 61/= 50 44 22 21
Comp. Lit. 62/3 58 9 12
English 6o/1 85 48 41 63
Far Eastern
Languages 61/2
Fine Arts 67/8
GermanicL &L 62/3
Linguistics 62/3
Music 64/5
Near Eastern
L&L 62/3 5 11 55
Philosophy 67/8 11 84 41
Romance L & L 6o/1 26 - BO 43
Sanskrit etc. 66/47 - 2 5O
SlavicL & L 63/4 L 15 52
TOTALS 160 877 48

i
L]

Ha ot
o g
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(=]

11 42
25 66
1y 47
18 54

-
ot

[7+] \w ‘m‘ ‘m L
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L

| I

o0 0 e
o
[

[
00
=]
M
o
ey

TOTAL:
ALL AREAS: 572 1,852 519, 687 907

* We note that the adoption of the “ ninimum®-year formula by the Division
of Engineering and Applied Physics would paradoxically result in an actual in-
crease from 64 to 78 registrants: this is because in their “minimum” year (1963-64)
their yield was only g4 per cent of admissions. For the Division, therefore, we
recommend for the years 1970-1975 a straight 2o per cent cut in admissions from
the 1967-68 figure of 161 admissions, or 129 admissions for an expected yield of
65 students.

fully consider whether it might not now wish to reduce its
numbers by cutting its admissions, to some degree at least,
‘even if the full 20 per cent cut recommended scems too high.

In the past, interdepartmental and inter-faculty graduate
programs of great value and importance have often come into
existence without a full realization of their probable future
impact upon existing departmental resources. Students en-
rolled in such interdepartmental programs, for example, often
wish to enter seminars offered by department members not

23




associated with the planning or establishment of the new pro-
gram. Unprepared for the new press of numbers, these teachers
have been forced either to discriminate against one group of
graduate students or another, or to run the course in two sec-
tions, doubling their own commitment of time. We believe
that every proposed new interdepartmental program drawing
upon existing departmental resources of instruction should be
carefully scrutinized by all departments likely to be involved.
We believe that, at least for the five years 1970—19%75, the crea-
tion of such new programs should not be allowed to mean an
increase in total graduate admissions. We therefore further
recommend that the number of graduate students admitted to
each such new interdepartmental program should be compen-
sated for by corresponding cuts in regular admissions tc the
departments involved, according to formulae to be agreed upon
in each case by the departments involved. '

As a group, all of whom have had much experience with
- graduate admissions, each in his own departmﬁnt we think that
departments will find the cuts we are urging in the number
of their admissions easier to manage than at first appears. It
shguld be péssiblé as a ﬁrst stép to draw up as usual a list of

Ply to cut the necessary bottom pﬂrtlcn Qf this 1151: Thf: djfﬁ=
culty here may come with “risk” or “gamble’” candidates, who
will then have to be moved above the cut line and replaced
below it by appllcaﬁts whom the department would otherwise
have accepted.

We have referred in passing to the fact that “within the
large departments [morale] is worst in those fields that have
attracted the most students.” This reflects of course the ex-
tremely unequal way in which the direction of Ph.D. theses
is distributed among the members of this faculty. We repro-
duce ht:'fe, numbered as Table 4, the table numbered V fr(‘iil‘ii

The statistics are 1ncamplete b&cause almost one third of
those queried did not respond. But it seems to us likely that
professors who were in fact directing a large number of theses

24



TABLE 4

AND ASSOCIATE PROFESSORS, 196768

NumMmBER OF THESES CURRENTLY BEING DIRECTED BY PROFESSORS

- - 71’:0;5.@1’1:&7 Assa;iaf; P;;\‘:xfésstn:ssi T ~
- I:Ta. of Theses : Number 77: 77 Per cent
o 43 177
1 17 7.0,
2 28 11.5
3 29 11.9
4 21 8.7
5 25 10.3
6-10 52 21.4
11—15 16 6.6
164 12 4.9
(No Response) (79)
Total 243 100.0

would have been moré inclined to respond than not, and that
among the non-respondents it would be safe to assume that
there was a preponderance of those who were directing few
theses. We therefore believe that the true figures, if obtainable,
would show an even more striking maldistribution than the
figures we have. What we have, however, is striking enough.

The figures show that 56.8 per cent of the tenured faculty
were directing four theses apiece or fewer, while the heaviest
loads (over ten theses each) fell upon twenty-eight individuals
cr only 11.5 per cent of the faculty. Once again, we do not
think that there are any magic numbers, but we are sure that
not even the twelve supermen among our colleagues can each
effectively direct sixteen theses or more, and that it would be
a fine thing if the forty-three professors or 14.7 per cent of the
faculty who were directing no theses at all could in fact have
been sharing the privileges and burdens of this intensely im-
portant part of our work.

Recognizing that a major change will be difficult to effect,
we none the less think that every effort should be made to cor-
rect this uneven distribution. True, it is often impossible at

25
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the moment when a graduate student is admitted to predict
what will be his future thesis-field and who will be his future
thesis-director, but it is also often possible. Departmental ad-
missions officers, especially ir the large departments, should
try not to let the large fields (Modern European History, Nine-
teenth-Century English Literature, and the like) become over-
crowded. The measures we have recommended for the reduc-
tion in size of each new entering class of graduate students
would, if adopted, give such officers an opportunity to make
heavy cuts particularly in the overcrowded fields.

Moreover, the overburdened professors themselves should
enact personal self-denying ordinances. Nobody has to direct
sixteen theses or more, and we reiterate our conviction that
nt}bady should do so. In many such cases, the individual grad-

ate student is being shabbily treated; the individual professor
= is courting thrombosis. We view with wonder the Mathematics
Department’s practice of limiting each thesis-director’s theses
to one nearing completion each year; but realize that this is a
standard to which few outside the field will find the strength
to repair. It should, however, be kept in mind: we were aston-
ished when we heard of it, and we publish the fact here to en-
able our fellow non-mathematical Qélleagues to share our emo-
tions.

Without lowering standards, it should be PDSSlblE to select
at the time of admissions certain applicants who seem likely
to wish to work in the less crowded fields, and after admission
to persuade or exhort certain others to do so, thus distributing
the burdens and responsibilit ies more effectively.

Finally, it seems to us that in those cases where, over a period
of years, it may prove Impﬁss:lble materially to decrease the
1rumber of thesis-writers in a given field within a department,
the departme, t should redistribute its allotment of permanen-
cies and give priority to the overcrowded fields when making its
new permanent appointments, even at the cost of sacrificing
traditional patterns of coverage. |

Finally, we recommend that the above policies, if adopted,
be carefully reviewed at the latest in 19%5—76, ﬁve years after
their initiation, and earlier if desirable,
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APPENDIX

RELATIVE GROWTH OF HARVARD COLLEGE, THE HARVARD TENURE
Facurty (ARTS AND SCIENCES), AND THE HARVARD GRADUATE
ScHOOL OF ARTS AND SCIENCES BETWEEN 196061 anD 196%7--68

) i ,7 o - ) - 7Ai:s:;l;1t;2 ] Pe;’ceatage
Itern 106061 1967—68 Change Change

Undergraduate .
Enrollment:
Harvard 4,596 4,828 4232 +5%
Radcliffe 1,152 1,207 55 45
Total 5748 6,035 -+287 +5%
*Faculty of Arts & Sci-
ences Tenure Members
(full-time-equivalent
number calculated from
salary ledgers of teach-
ing departments in the
Faculty of Arts and Sci-
ences and the Division
of Engineering and Ap-
plicd Physics) present &
teaching: 226 259 -}-33 15
Resident ’
Graduate
Enrcllment:
Harvard (men) 1,864 2,412 +548 --29
Radcliffe (women) 457 694 4257 452
Total 2,321 8,106 4788 +34

* The numbers of full-time-equivalent tenure faculty members enumerated above do not in-
clude fractions of salaries paid from teaching department budgets ts men on leave, do not include
fractions pald from essentially non-teaching budgets, and do not include fractions paid from
government contracts. Also, fizures are shown here only for tenured members of the faculty.

_ In the Natural Sciences, it is not unusual for Ph.D. theses to be directed by members of the
faculty without tenure. This is rare in the other areas, however, and the statistics in this table
could not readily be adjusted to take this practice into sccount.
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CuaPTER III1

ADMISSIONS, FINANCIAL AID, AND POST-
DOCTORAL FELLOWSHIPS

Part 1. Admissions

uate students, but often find their undergraduates more intelli-
gent, original, lively, and rewarding. Graduate students are
found to be less gifted and engaging, if more highly motivated.
Even Teaching Fellows, graduate students themselves, agree
with this view.! “What becomes of the ‘Summas’?” “Do all
the bright undergraduates kave to go to Law School?”” These
are standard questions among faculty members. In fact, a good
many of the former bright undergraduates are right here in
Graduate School, but some of them no longer seem as intelli-
gent and able as they used to. “How could we have let him
in two years ago?”’ professors will ask each other after an un-
usually disappointing performance by a graduate student on
with some version of the formula that experienced admissions
officers have so painfully learned, “When you admit a man
you can tell what he can do, but you can’t tell what he will do.”

For some students, admission to Graduate School is in itself
the goal, and having achieved it they blissfully abandon what-
ever habits of study may have qualified them for admission.

1 As part of its general faculty questionnaire, the Dunlop Committee asked
both the tenure faculty members and the Teaching Fellows to give their views
of Harvard graduate and undergraduate students with respect to intellectual -
quaiity, on a five point scale from “gifted” to “marginal”; with respect to
seriousness of purpose on a similar scale from “motivated” to “indolent”; with
respect to personality on a scale fiom “engaging” to “boring”; and with respect
to motive for work on a scale froom “overly grade-conscious” to “indiffereni to
grades.” For the tabulation of responses, see below, page 34.

28




For most students, the competition for admission to Graduate
School is only the latest in a series of competitions in which
they have been entered almost since birth: for kindergarten,
for secondary school, for college, for graduate study. It is per-
haps little wonder if some of them have become cynical or
have run out of steam. The expectation in our society that
students will continue directly from college to graduate study
has grown in recent years by quantum jumps.

Moreover, there are some real but little-noticed differences
between graduate study in law or medicine or business or archi-
tecture on the one hand and graduate study in Arts and Sciences
on the other. The transition between undergraduate experi-
ence and a professional school is often abrupt, and is expected
to be abrupt. Law and medicine are “hard.” Law students and
medical students spend all their waking hours, and most of those
reserved by happier men for sleeping, on work, work, work.
And after all, is not graduate study in Arts and Sciences a
simple continuation of the happy college experience, just a
chance to concentrate a little harder upon the subject that one
did best at college? No, it is not. But many graduate students
in these fields expect that it will be, and therein lies some of
our trouble. Always “good at English,” or —even worse —
always having “found English fascinating,” such students do
not easily adjust to the rigorous professional standards now
demanded of them. When the demand comes from the very
same professers with whom they had worked as undergraduates
(often the case at Harvard and Radcliffe), the trauma can be
still more severe.

For any or all of these reasons, or for others we have not
thought of, then, many graduate students who looked promising
“on paper” before they were admitted prove disappointing after
they get here. The History Department, for example, which has
had more five-year Graduate Prize Fellows per year (25) than
any other department, has often found the performance even
of these specially picked students, at the very top of the pre-
ferred list for admission, falling far below what had confidently
been predicted. Perhaps 5o per cent of the Prize Fellows sail
through with colors flying as the department had expected, and
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perhaps 25 per cent drop out for one reason or another, but
the remaiﬁing 2 5 per cent do less well than csther studénts th:

pan; whcz sees that 1115 own Wi::rk is markedly supenar to
that of a student who has won the prize, regards the system as
unfaii. All the more so, since the prize includes the virtual
guarantee of a two-year Teaching Fellowship during the third
and fourth vear of graduate study, and an inferior prize-fellow-
ship-holder must then be preferred for a Teaching Fellowship
to a superior student who failed to make his superiority apparent
at admission time.

Some would say that 50 per cent success in prediction is pretty
good, and add that these are excellent students, and that, by
general agreement both inside Harvard and out, the Graduate
School of Arits and Sciences does indeed attract a very high per-
centage of the ablest future scholars in the United States. We
agree. But could we do still better? We have asked all depart-
ments to reflect on this question.

Our present admissions procedure produces for each applicant
a ledEI c:cznta;nlng a transcript QE h15 undi—:-rg‘raduate recard
and purpe:szs frt::m the cand;datt; uirﬁsi’:lf. ‘There is not muf;h
that all Harvard departments agree upon, but they do agree that
the most useful possible item is a letter about the applicant
from one of his teachers favorably known to the departmental
admissions officers here. Some such referees are former students
or former collcagues; others are fellow-scholars whose own
achievements command respect and whose opinions of their
own students’ promise reflect standards shared by the Harvard
faculty. An applicant highly recommended by the several such
referees has a powerful advantag&.

If a candidate lacks such referees but has gone to a college
or university where the department or program in his proposed
field of study is well-regarded, he still has a good chance. In the
least favorable position for admission is a candidate from an
institution where neither the department nor the faculty is
known at Harvard. ‘‘Our best man in twenty years,” *“If you
don’t take this man, we doubt that you will ever accept one

o
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from this college,” and similarly ardent endorsements ofte
elicit little more at the Harvard end than inability to 1nterp
the message. All departments occasionally gamble on such
candidate, and those who do are often very glad they did. Bu
in most cases they will not admit him until he has proved him-
self by a years graduate work elsewhere. Almost one-third of
our eritering students have now had such a year.

Faculty sentiment with regard to present admissions proce-
dures ranges from satisfaction to extreme discontent. The
Music Department is so far alone in requiring that all its
applicants take a preliminary examination, given annually in
universities all over the world, in theory, history, harmony, and
cﬂuntérpcjint sapervised in Eac:h case by a persc;n to wham the

H W H'

to judge f{:;r ltsczlf the ;.)reparatl,c)n of Eat‘:h candldate; arn:l not
to suffer as a result of widely varying standards. (The Harvard
Chemistry Department does give preliminary examinations in
the several fields of chemistry, but only to first-year students who
have already been admitted and are in residence. The Depart-
ment of Statistics requires each applicant to fill out a special
additicnal sheet giving details of his prcvious training in
,,,,, mathematics). '

Virtually the only device widely proposed as even remotely
likely to improve our choice of candidates is the preliminary
interview. Some departments (Government, Economics), which
think the present procedures are inadequate, none the less view
with loathing the possibility of interviews. Others (Anthropo-
logy, American Civilization, Linguistics, Social Relations) would
like to experiment with them, and still others (Slavic, Far
Eastern Languages, Near Eastern Languages) would like to in-
terview the likeliest candidates after sifting through the applica-
tions. ‘I believe we could avoid the few real errors we now
make,” one chairman commented, “if interviews could be man-
aged at that stage of the sel~ction process.” The Statistics De-
partment would like to arrange for interviews with all foreign
applicants in order to avoid the occarional tragedy that has
taken place wiren a foreign candidate apparently well-prepared
has proved unable to stand the pace here.

31




Some voices were raised in the History Department, which
annually has a number of applicants far too numerous to inter-

the department, who had begun their teachlng careers at vari-
ous other colleges and universities throughout the country,
might be enlisted as a paid corps of interviewers to talk with
and report on applicants from their institution or from the
general region of their institution. Careful reports by such
men, fresh from their own Harvard experience, might, it was
felt, provide just the kind of estimate of a candidate that we
now lack and that would prove most useful in determining
what he would do here as well as what he could do. Those who
propose the scheme believe the cost “‘would represent only a
fraction of the money now wasted on fellowships given to stu-
dents who drop out early.”

A good many departments (e.g., Biology, Medical Sciences,
Geology, and most others) already interview occasional candi-
dates informally, if they come to Cambridge to inquire about
graduate study at Harvard. Comments on these interviews
range from the enthusiastic to the lukewarm. (**We encourage
interviews, but they only occasionally help.”) It should be
pointed out also that a proposed systematic program of pre-
liminary required interviews for Ehemistry not long ago was
interpreted by Harvard’s chief rivals as a recruitment program,
which they threatened to counter by V1gc>r¢::us recruitment pro-

grams of their own. Chemistry, and perhaps other science
departments, would therefore oppose interviewing.

Before {;‘Qfl‘llﬁg to our single (and QbVlﬂuS) recommendation,
we must ring another mournful warning bell. It is quite pos-
sible that if applications for graduate education increase dur-
ing the next decade, as they are expected to do by most of the
best-qualified cbservers, the writing of precisely the kind of
letter of recommendation on which Harvard departments now
chiefly depend may become in fact what it already often seems:
an intolerable burden. We shall not like it if we must then
draw »nur information about our applicants from a kind of
single central impersonal computerized data bank, designed
to fulfill the needs of all institutions, not ours alone. There
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are some reasons for thinking that this may not happen, an
others for thinking that if it does happen it may not be as ba
for us as would appear at first sight.

But it will be”fbad if it happéﬁs- We shallaﬁgntinu,

o A

O wan

[m3
M

by whls:h we can IEdEh an Estlmate, hgwever ::ru::lé, a:jf What.

student will do as well as what he can do. Therefore, contem-
plating the rather unattractive near-future, we think that those
departments at Harvard which will have tried the experiment
of personally interviewing applicants for admission to graduate
study — or at least those applicants who survive a preliminary
round or two of eliminations - may find themselves the best
prepared to face a new, less personal, system and the best able

to continue to select at least the present proportion of candi-

dates qualified to be successful in the end.

We recommend, therefore, that the Dean of the Faculty
consult with any department of this faculty which would like
to experimen: with interviewing here or elsewhere some or aii

its prospective graduate students, and provide the funds

necessar‘y for such an experiment.

H'n
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APPENDIX A

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSEs OF 227 TENURE FAcuULTY
MEMBERS (ARTS AND SCIENCE5) CONCERNING T'HEIR VIEWS OF
HARVARD GRADUATE ANMD UUNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS,
DeEcEMBER =567

Range :::f Rgspanseleicitgd on szapnint scale

“Gifted 2 3 4 Marginal
Intellectual Graduates go0.8 54-5 12.3 2.6
OQuality: Undergraduates 63.6 81.4 5.0
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(cme dimension): Undergraduates 15.4 42.1 39.77 =.8 .

APPENDIX B

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONSEs OF 368 TEACHING FELLOWS
CONCERNING THEIR VIEWS OF HAF?ARD E}EADU!‘LTE AND UNDER-
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Part 2. Financial Aid

Financial uncertainty has an adverse effect on our capacity
to recruit the ablest graduate students and on the morale of
the students who do enroll here. Under current procedures,
most Harvard scholarship holders (except for Graduate Prize
Fellows) are assured financial support for only one year. In
seeking a second-year renewal they enter a new corapetition, and
their success in that competition depends heavily on the grades
they earn in the four half-courses of the fall term. The same
uncertainty is likely to plague them when they make cheir third-
year plans; and in some cases it is an annual problem through-
oit the period of graduate study. This is an uncomfortable and
unatiractive situation. It may also be, at least in part, needless.

The ideal would be to guarantee adequate financial support
for four or five years to any graduate student who is good
enough to be admitted and to maintain satisfactory progress
toward the doctorate. Some of our keenest rivals among grad-
uate schools already extend this assurance. This Committee
suspects that Harvard could do so, too, if we were sufficiently
willing to gamble. When present financial-aid sources, includ-
ing Teaching Fellowships, research assistantships, and scholar-
ships were added up, we might find that practically all who
need support get it. If so, the annual crises are unwarranted
and ought to be eliminated.

The matter is so complex however that it is hard to be con-
fident about the degree of uncertainty involved. In order to
explain the complexities, it is necessary to go into some detail
about the distributinrn of need and support among our present
graduaté student body. As the accompanying tables show,
there are, in 1968-6g, 2,872 students in the categories from 1G
through 5G. The current tuition rate is $2,000 for an entering

the nine months of the academic year. Graduate Prize Fellows
receive more than this: usually $2,400 per year plus tuition,
which ordinarily means in each of the first two years a total of
$4.400. When the residence requirement has been completed,
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tution drops to $500. For 19g6g—70 the full tuition rate will rise
to $2,400 and the reduced tuition, after residence is completed,
will become $600o. The following analysis, however, is based
on the present tuition rates, because we are dealing with figures
for the present academic year (We assume that each scholar-
ship will be increased by the amount of the tuition increase.)
Appendix A, on p. 42, shows the known sources of support
for the present graduate student body from 1G through 5G.
Appendix B, on p. 48, shows the distribution of ‘“Harvard
awards’” into various categories, again from 1G through 5G.
It is worth noting that about 8o per cent of the money for the
Graduate Prize Fellowships is derived from a Ford Foundation
gTant which is S;‘:beduled to EI{PII‘E after 19‘7 1—72, and that l‘:hEI‘E

PDI’tEd fellcwshlps w111 hc}ld at Presant leveis The CGT‘HII‘IIL‘!:EE
has made its calculatmns on the assumpuan that thase 1evels Wll].

pensated by mcrn&y frani ‘other sources. But t.he ;Eat;‘t that it is
an assumption illustrates the incertitudes we face in this field.

A different kind of imponderable also deserves mention. We
know that a significant number of our graduate students are
supported in part or in whole by research assistantships. These
are of course a particularly important factor in the sciences
and in some of the social sciences. But it seems impossible to
obtain even an approximate guess about the number of stu-
dents so supported or the total money involved. At any rate
we have been unable to obtain it, and without it no one can
draw up a completely reliable accounting of student needs and
available resources.

Formidable as such perplexities are, the Committee believes
that the University could safely guarantee a second-year of
scholarship supp@rt to every student entering on a Harvard
St:hcnlarshlp and achieving a satisfactory level of academic per-
formance in the first year. As the accompanying tables show,
among first-year students in 1968-6g, 40 per cent were sup-
ported by Harvard scholarships. If we assume an entering class
of 6847 (the norm which the Committee has recommended), and
if the same percentages are maintained, 2v4 of those students
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would have Harvard Scholarship support. If we further assume
an attrition of 15 per cent among those 274 for the second year
(and this figure is probably low), 41 of them would drop out,
leaving 233 to receive second-year support. The average stipend
for second-year scholarship holders in 1968-69 was $3,440, and
the total expended on them was $764,000. In our putative
second-year class the 233 scholarship holders would, at this
rate, cost only $37,520 more —a total of $8c1,250 — even if
all of them continued on scholarship support. However, this
reckons without the likelihood that some of them would shift
to Teaching Fellowships.

It will be observed (see Appendix A) that in 1968--69, 189
second-vear students were Teaching Fellows and that the
amount paid in salaries to those students was $248,507. This
figure should be augmented by another $109,155 which was
naid to second-year students in the form of Staff Tuition Schol-
arships. These are scholarships, granted upon request to most
Teaching Fellows, which defray all or most tuition costs. In
short, the total paid out this year in scholarships (regular and
Staff Tuition) to second-year students was $873,105. In schol-
arship payments alone this is more than enough to support the
future second-year group we are concerned with. When the
payments for Teaching Fellow salaries in the second year are
added, $1,121,612 is available.

There seems little doubt then that the aﬂtlclps ted sources of
support are more than adequate to cover a second-year guaran-
tee at the time the initial Harvard scholarship is granted. This
would of course eliminate uncertainty at one of the critical
junctures in a graduate student’s career, and would to that
extent improve morale. It would also eliminate the academi-
cally dubious procedure of judging a man on the record of a
single, initial term.

What are the prospects for carrying the guarantee further,
into later years? Could it be extended into the third year, or
perhaps even through the fifth year of graduate study?

It is tempting to say that the answer may well be “yes.” To
follow up the analysis of the preceding paragraphs: our second-
year class of 233 becomes, assuming again an attrition of 15
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scholarship grant now drops to $2,300 — $1,8v0 for nine months
plus $r00 iuition (it can be assumed that all third-year men
will pay the reduced tuition). The total needed to support the
198 is then $435,600. In 1968-69 there was paid to third-year
students $178,191 in regular Harvard scholarships. This seems
to leave us with a substantial deficit of $28z,000. However, the
third year is the one in which students move very heavily into
Teaching Fellowships. In 1968-6g, $641,021 was expended on
"T'eaching Fellow salaries for third-year students. Another
$74,520 was paid out in Staff Tuition Scholarships. The
amount available to Teaching Fellows in the third year was
thus $~15,541. It would not be unreasonable to say that
$280,000 of this — much less than half — could go to support
Ph.D. candidates who originally entered Havvard on our schol-
arships and who then maintained credi:able records. If it were
so earmarked, our third-year class of 198 could be covered;
which is to say that the initial guarantee could reach into the
third year.

Similar calculations can be made about the fourth and fifth
years. Our class of 198 now drops another notch to 168, if the
same attrition rate is assumed. At $2,300 per head, the total
need is $386,400. In 196869, fourth-year men receive $180,660
in regular Harvard scholarships, $4%7,270 in Staff Tuition
Scholarships, and earn as Teaching Fellows $458,030. Again
the total from these sources would handily cover the needs,
and again this is true even before we take into account research

fourth year. As for the fifth year, the case seems even easier;
for the attrition rate rises sharply in that year.

If such a case can be made for the proposition that a five-
year guarantee is financially supportable, and if we believe
(as the Committee earnestly does) that the guarantee would
be desirable, why should it not be established forthwith? There
are several reasons for recommending caution. In the first
place there are those already referred to — the uncertainties
that present resources for scholarship support will be main-
tained. A second reason is concealed beneath the figures that
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have just been analyzed. It is that the sums for Teaching Fel-
low salaries are not distributed evenly among departments.
Because of the organization of their courses and their concen-
tration programs, some departments use Teaching Fellows in
sinaller proportion than others. Such departments could not
in the nature of the case offer a guarantee based on the expecta-
tion that all entering scholarship holders would ultimately be
in large part supported by Teaching Fellowships: there would
not be enough departmental Teaching Fellowships to honor
the guarantee.

A third reason is related to the last, but is separable and
may be subject to at least partial correction. The fact is that
the calculations based on the sum of Harvard scholarship ex-
penditures and Teaching Fellow salaries are to some degree
deceptive. In practice these two figures often overlap, so that,
for example, a man receiving a standard scholarship of $2,300
in the third year ($1,800 plus $500 tuition) will also hold a
one-fifth teaching fellowship earning $1,500. Moreover, a man
holding an “outside” fellowship (e.g., National Science Founda-
tion, Danforth) which provides him full support through his
graduate career may also hold a Teaching Fellowship — up to
one-fourth or $1,750 under present rules. The teaching fel-
lowship money actually available for supporting a given number
of students is obviously reduced when scholarships and Teach-
ing Fellowships are thus “pyramided’” by some.

In individual cases such pyramiding may simply be a re-
pc:nnse to urgﬁnt departmentai need. Thé studern; WhD hcslds

gap; or he may at any rate be dlstlnctly better for the purpc}se
than another who does not have a Danforth. When this is
so, it may be justifiable to hire him. To make a fiat rule
against it would handicap the department in doing its job.
But we suspect that the pyramiding is often not warranted by
such considerations. When it is not, it is certainly unfair. We
do not suggest that a man who adds a $1,500 Teaching Fellow-
ship to his basic $200 per month has reached dizzy heights of
affluence. But we do suggest there is inequity if a worthy fel-
low student is, as a result, denied any support at all.
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The difficulty is that we cannot. be sure how greatly this
pyramiding factor upsets expectations about available resources.
We can make some guesses. In 1968-69, for example (see
Appendix C, p. 44), 114 students held both a Harvard Scholar-
ship and a Teaching Fellowship. In the same year, 146 stu-
dents held both an ‘“‘outside” scholarship and a Teaching Fel-
lowship. To express it in money terms, these students were
receiving $801,405 in scholarship grants but were also drawing
$353,295 in salaries as Teaching Fellows. How many of them
actually needed the money they were paid either in Harvard
Scholarships or Teaching Fellowship salaries in order to bring
them to a reasonable subsistence level? How many of them
were using the pyramiding principle to lift their incomes sub-
stantially above subsistence, so that another student was denied
either a Teaching Fellowship or Harvard Scholarship aid? In
how many cases was the pyramiding justifiable on the basis of

that the number is considerable in each category. But we can-
not really know how much money would be released by elim-
inating true inequities until we know how many of these true
inequities there are. The questions probably must be answered
department by department, and perhaps man by man.

For all these reasons, then, we doubt that the University is
quite ready to offer the full five-year guarantee to all of its
scholarship holders. The Committee does believe, however,
that the guarantee is much to be desired and not far out of

ened so as to include the pursuit of this aim. The Committee
should obtain more solid information about the role that re-
search assistantships play in supporting graduate students and
should act as watchdog over the pyramiding problem just dis-
cussed

We find it hard to believe that Harvard lacks the means to
do what its supposedly less wealthy competitors have succeeded
in doing. Nevertheless, our calculations and conclusions in this

sorry if our restraint obscured our conviction that the guaran-
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tee may be feasible in the near future and that all members
of the University should work for it as hard as they can.

In sumicary, the Committee recommends:

1. That all Harvard Scholarships be offered with a guarantee
of renewal in the second year, provided that satisfactory progress
toward the Ph.D. is maintained.

Graduate Students be explicitly directed to make inquiries and
take vigorous action leading toward the establishment of a
five-year guarantee in the near future.
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ArPENDIX C

Teaching Fellows also Holding Scholarships and Fellowships,

1968 69, 1G thraugh 5&-

. - ] o i - - Amnugt
Amount
Graduate of Amount Staﬁ
Student Teaching af Tuition
Classification No. Fellow Scholarship Scholarship
by Year Students - Payments o Payments Payments
1a) Tza:ﬁ{lng Fellows Holding Harvard Scho olarships
1G 14 $15.753 $28,550 $5.355
2G 82 42,175 Bz2,28¢9 12,240
3G 40 65,275 61,406 6,755
4G 22 57.825 51,796 6.750
5G 6 10,650 10,720 500
Total: 1G o -
through 5G 114 $191,678 $=234.,761 $31.505
1b) Teaching Fellows Holding Government Fellowships
1G 18 $17.344 $7=2.535
2> 32 28.672 147.550 ce
3G 49 53,188 156,816 500
4G 85 45,088 116,476 e
5G 12 17,325 40,672 1,000
Total: 1G - i
through 5G 146 $161,617 $534.049 $1.000
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Part 3. Post-Doctoral FEllCiWShip-

The post-doctoral fellow is by no meéans new to Harvard,
but his presence in large numbers in the past ten years has
represented one of the most rapid areas of growth in the Uni-
versity. Abcut half of the approximately 6oo post-doctoral
fellows are in Medical Sciences, and the others are mainly dis-
tributcd among the Natural Sfcience departmenits, notably
GhéﬁiiStIY? Eicchemistry, Ph‘ysics and Astr@namy In these
the Educatmnal process £QIIQW1ng the PI:LB. (c:r MD) and
preceding employment in a university or industry. A year or
two of pcsi-doctoral experience in the sciences is almost expected
by both academic and industrial employers.

In Chemistry, for example, this is because, at the same time
that large Federal support for research has become available,
all areas of chemical investigation have beccine highly instru-
mented; the earlier regions of specialization (analytical, bio-
chemical, organic, inorganic and physical) have become inte-
grated and reclassified more generally (structure, reactions and
synthesis, molecular-biological, codperative phenomena), and
the rate of new discoveries has greatly increased. As the known
areas became more organized, new areas developed rapidly, and
the investigator who can bring to bear the maximum of total
knowledge, rather than specialized knowledge, has emerged as
the major research contributor. During the same time, the A.B.
or B.S. has come to mean less than before; the M.A. or M.S.
degree has all but disappeared; and the Ph.D. has become less

uniformly a criterion of truly original work on the part of the
candidate himself. (Recognition of these trends does not imply
approval of them.) Universities, research institutions, and cer-
tain industrial laboratories in search of truly independent re-
search staff began to depend on the nool of post-doctoral fellows
rather than on that of fresh Ph.D.s. Even the highly original
Ph.D. can now go into a more desu‘able position, with no loss
of salary, after demonstrating further his research ability as a
pc‘:rst—dﬂctcral fellow.

It is hard to define a general pattern for post-doctoral fel-
lows. Some develop further in the directions in which they
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started their Ph.D. work, while others use the post-doctoral
years for development in a new area. Most of “hem do aclLiieve
the ideal of development from dependence to independent
research effort, although they do so with the benefit of ideas,
bac:kgfaﬁnd téfﬁilithés and courses available from the grad-

The pastsdactc:ral fellow often is able to work in a new area
of research which involves greater risk than that which would
normally be taken by a graduate student. Furthermore, he
often brings nmew ideas and techmniaues of his own or those
from another laboratory into the research group that he enters,
and he is one of the most important factors in the constant
féjuvenatign of ideas and shifting {\f areas which must occur

In add;tlﬂn, there are speglﬁc cantrzbutlcns wh;ch many post-
doctoral fellows make in the educational prctnzess for others.
He is of constant help to graduate students. He gives a number
of colloquia and casual lectures on a reiearch topic or in a
course. In Chemistry and Biochemistry he is used in the under-
graduate tutorial program, and for partial research supervision
of undergraduates. Nor should one overlook the stimulation of
the faculty or of his owr: post- -doctoral colleagues as a contribu-
tion. In the areas where he is present in vnusually large num-
bers he has been integrated into the total research amnd teaching
effort.

In the Chemistry Department the post-doctoral group ad-
ministers the system of curnulative examinations which are
given to the Chemistry students aftc: they begin their Ph.D.
program, examinations specifically designed to keep a student
from becoming too narrowly interested in his own research
area. Secondly the post-doctoral pool forms a reserve from
which the department frcquently appoints a junior faculty
member.

Support of the post-doctoral fellow usually comes from the
Nacional Institutes of Health, the National Science Founda-
tion, or from research grants. Normally his stipend also con-
tributes at least as miuch as the equivalent of tuition to the
University. Perhaps we should raise the questions of academic
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status and of admission standards, not because there seems to
be any cause for alarm, but because of the development of this

tellectual achievement, particularly in the sciences and medical
areas.

"Taking into account the extraordinary development of the
ost-doctoral fellowship as an integral part of graduatc train-
1g and preparation for future positions in the Natural Sci-
ences, the Committee tried to inform the various depariments
in the Social Sciences and Humanities of the facts, and to di-
cover what interest they might have in launching such a pr¢

gram. We found little if any suppor. for the idea, probably

5D
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has not yet — as it has in the Natural Sciences — come to be
judged as insufficient evidence of original research accom-
plished. For the Social Sciences and the Humanities, a Ph.D.

program would be an irrelevant nuisance, and would lead to
the publication of a lot of books that would better have been

left unpublished.
We have no recommendation to make on this subject.
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CHArYTER 1V

THE MORALE CF GRADUATE STUDENTS

Somewhat to our surprise, we began to realize early in our
deliberations that the gravest current problem in the Graduate
School is the one summarized by the well-worn but convenient
word ‘“‘morale.” A dlStrESSIngly large number of graduate stu-
dents find their experience at Harvard disappointing. They
have little sense of belonging to a fellowship, and they keenly
miss the enrichments and gratifications that consociation might
offer. Their range of relationships with each other is, they
believe, much too limited. But it also troubles them thiat their
relationships to the faculiy, their department, and the Uni-
versity are tenuous, ambiguous, and generally unsatisfactory.
They had hoped that graduate student life would involve
stimulating interchange, not only within the areas of their
s: cialties but extending to other intellectual realms that in-
terest them. They find little of the former and less of the latter.
They had hoped to be regarded by the faculty as members of
a scholarly company to which the faculty members themselves
belong. They find — or believe they find — that they are re-
garded as subordinates and outsiders to be processed, graded,
:Lbeleci, ancl sent fc;rth T"hey haci hc:ped that the? wc:uld have
VEL‘&IL‘.’Y ccmmunztles Th.e:y feel that ‘the graciuate student bc:cly
is a fifth wheel seldom remembered when plans are considered
and priorities are established. ’

The themes of belittlement, isolation, and neglect ran con-
trapuntally through the chorus of complaint.” Entering the
Graduate Schooi.as an élite selected from long lists of appli-
cants, the students seemed to feel that the actual I‘Eééli;i;igﬁ
meant that nobody really cared for them or their opinions.
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t is as if they had wandered into a society of competitive,
pecialized scholars who might perhaps train them to run the
ac ademlc: race but who refused to meet them on the grtjund
of what is meaningful and relevant in their own lives.

Nc:: doubt some of these grievances are unwarranted or hali-
imaginary; others are rez’ but beyond the reach of either fac-
ulty or department control. The transition from college to
graduatf: school implies a certain increase in self-reliance,
which is after all a cardinal scholarly virtue. Independent work
is likely to be lonely work, but scholars must learn to enjoy the
independence and put up with some loneliness. The transition
from the happy variety of undérgfaduate life to professional
specialization is likely to seem drab and stultifying in the early
stages. Indeed some of the students we talked with objected to
professionalism itself as a goal of graduate study, thc‘:”gh
it was by no means clear what goal they thought would b
preferable. For our part we see no acceptable alternative to
it, nor are we disposed to seek one. It is popular nowadays to
assail academic professionalism for its “sterility,” ‘“‘narrowness,”
or “irrelevance.” All would agree that a sterile, narrow, person
without a proper sense of relevance is a defective human being,
but a Ear worse one is a Sc:ri dimnt schclar whcs dDES not kﬁDW his

¥4

Schacsl must be to create authenuc prafessmnal scholars who
do know their business.

As for some of the other complaints, one can understand and
even sympathize yet remaln unable to meet them Sc:rrje mea-

Waﬂd — or in any WC)fld fc:r that; matter. If lndlvu;lual fat:ulty
members are overly remote or authoritarian, we can piously
urge them to mend their ways, but there is no way of com-
manding them to do so. The detail of strictly departmental
matters is also bEYDﬁd thf: scope of our mandate. We can and
with graduate students on such matters as courses, re’ irements,
and examinations. It is absurd that those who wear the shoe
should nic- be consulted about its fit. But ultimately, after
reflection and discussion, the department must do what it
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thinks best; and the best may mot always be the pleasantest.
On the basis of our study we are, however, prepared to make
certain positive recommendations that will, we are convinced,
improve the atmosphere.

The evidence seems to us impressive that the present gen-
eration of students is less willing than its predecessors to accept
graduate education as we have become accustomed to conduct-
ing it. The change is easier to understand if one bears in mind
that students of the present generation are in certain important
respects differer.t from those of earlier periods. They are older,
not in years, but in maturity, experience of life, and conception
of themselves. They are of the generation whose parents, in-
fluenced by changing ideas about child rearing, made much of
giving affection and declaring esteem while encouraging early
independence. They are of the generation whose teachers, re-
spor ‘ing o changing ideas abouc education, strenuously taugit
them to ask questions and think for themselves while giving
themn increased freedom in running their own affairs. They
were reared in a period when social adjustment had come to be
considered a prime virtue, with consequent hastening of chil-
dren iato contact with other children and the early formation
of a strong ‘“youth culture.” Against earlier standards, young
people reared under such conditions are much further along in
social and sexual experience, very likely also in the extent to
which they have held jobs, traveled, and mingled with people
in different environments. Often our graduate students arrive
already married, looking not for the traditional room in a dor-
mitory but for a home for their families. Having emerged in
so many ways into fully adult status, they are understandably
quick to feel demeaned by anything that puts them back intc
more juvenile roles.

These conditions of upbringing have also accustomed them
to expect to be the objects of strong personal interest on the
part of their elders. More intensely than ever before, their
generation has been influenced by ideals which included giving
children attention, taking them seriously, treating them with
respect, and making them feel that they are important as indi-

viduals. A high value has come to be placel on human rela-
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tions variously described as open, honest, uninhibited, and
authentic (i.e., ‘“real”), signifying a highly personal style of
communication and a downgrading of everything that is formal
and conventional. A common symptom of this value is the
almost universal use of first names even when there are wide
gaps of age and status. Students toda, who have been influ-
efliéd by these widespréad tEﬁdénCies expect to ha ve a strong
tmn, and in return are preparezd to be themselves authentic ancl
communicative. Apparently these expectations are often not
met in their relations with professors. As one of the students
put it, “What we need is one- to-one communication.” In de-
tault of this, they quickly feel that they are unacﬂauntably not
accepted.

Today’s students are also of the generation nurtured to a deep
distrust of authority. Psychological theories that attributed to
parental power and discipline &« number of injurious effects on

children, such as neurotic disorder and the suppression of crea-
tivity, prepared the way for this distrust, which was then greatly
magnified by the performance of totalitarian states before and
during World War 11. These influences conspired to make the
word ‘‘authoritarian’ an epithet that connotes all kinds of evil.
For many people brought up in this atmosphere any exercise of
power, even that of a doctor over a patient or a teacher over a
pupil, creates a feeling of discomfort. To those who are strongly
sensitized to this issue the hierarchical structure of a university
faculty is an object at once of suspicion and resentment. One
of our students declared himself unable to think of Harvard

as a ticrmmunitjr of scholars and students. “It is a hierarchy,”
he said, “and this is the source of our graduate student prob-
lems. I feel that we are on the low end of the totem pole.” He
saw as a regrettable symbol of this hierarchy the fact that all
members of this committee were senior professors. For many,
the mere fact of hierarchy was aniaoying. In addition, it was
seen as interfering with the open relations and personal in-
terest thit were so much desired.

Almost unanlmausly the graduate students described their

situation as ‘‘demeaning,” and singled out examinations and
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grades as especially demeaning. Middle-group courses in which
they were treated like undergraduateg particularly aﬁr@nted

speclals) came in for Ieszntful criticism. The belitthng aspec:t
of grades was not the implicit evaluation, which the students
rather grudgingly admitted to be necessary, but their symbolic
expression of the faculty’s lack of concern. Giving grades, the
students felt, allowed the teacher to avoid serious engagement
with the student’s ideas, excused him from making extended
qualitative comments on the work done, and thus expressed
his unwillingness to bother about the student as a person. As
one student expressed it, ‘““What we want is criticism, not grades.
Talk te us.”

We found also that many, even most, graduate students were
astonishingly ignorant of what one might call the facts Df aca
demic life. Thus a highly successful graduate student in one
department, already a Teaching Fellow and far along in the
writing of his thesis, was asténished to learn that the professor
under whose direction he was doing his work would as a matter
of course prepare a long and careful evaluation of the com-
pleted dissertation for the use of the officers of any institution
that might in the future wish to employ the student as a faculty
member; and that this statement would be far more meaning-
Eul to thé pﬁ:téntial recrtiitérs than any recc:rd of A's and B’s

graduaté schc:n::l- HIS pleasure at thls revelauan was Sso great
that he was even prepared to concede that in that early stage
those hated letter-grades might have been a useful shorthand
device to let him know where he stood, and so might have been
a positive advantage to him.

Others who complained that it was difficult to preparc several
fields in advance for an oral examination by a committee of
professors, and who demanded instead that they be allowed to
prepare one field at a time for an individual examination by
one Prﬂfessar, reconsidercd when it was suggested to them that
examination by committee automatically provided students with
protection against the hypothetical unfair sadistic professor who
might fail them ignominiously if they met him alone face to

52



face. On the one hand, departments should take steps to dispel
such innocence. But on the other we believe also that many
present departmental requirements and practices would not
survive a fresh re-examination, which we also recommend.

Many students complained that they had far too little oppor-
tunity to explore fields of interest related to their own specialty
but not allowed for because of over-rigorous departmental re-
quirements. As in all other such circumstances we stoutly
maintained that the only remedy for this grievance lay in the
individual department ccncerned. Sometimes such intellectual
curiosity may be dilettantism, sometimes in part at least a good
excuse for not doing something important but difficult. Yet
it might be more valuable to try to satisfy it than to force a
student to conform to regulations that may be rigid, outmoded,
or unimaginative. Also, even dilettantism has its uses. We
believe that departments ofte cou:ld provide means for students
to follow more flexible programs, and that, when they cannot
in conscience do so, they often could explain their refusals
more personally and therefore more convincingly than they
now do.

Virtuaily all graduate students spoke with distaste of the
atmosphere of competition that pervades the Graduate School.
Some students, we were repeatedly told, would not discuss sub-
stantive or methodological questions of interest with their
friends for fear that their friends might steal their ideas. Mem-
bers of the faculty can do a good deal to ease this situation by
providing reassurances to individual students.

We believe that a great deal of substance underlies the grad-
unate students’ bill of complaints, and that much can be done
to lessen their malaise.

Before going on to examine the problems more specifically
and to suggest ameliorative measures, it may be appropriate to
ask whether it matters much that graduate student morale is
low. We need not pause long over the first two answers that
might be offered — the humanitarian answer and the educa-
tirzt 2u: wer. The humanitarian case speaks for itself to those
i Fro. c: appealing: it seems bettcr on the face of it that
puouie, - en graduate students, be happy rather than unhappy.
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As for the educational case, there are those who think that
happy students learn more than unhappy ones. But there is
probably room for argument about this, and we need not insist
upon it.

"There is, however, a third, self-interested, and less debatable,
reason for taking the morale problem seriously. The graduate
students of today will be the professors and the department
chairmen of tomorrow on whom we and our successors will de-
pend to supply us with our “input” of talented students and
to consume our “‘output’ of certified scholars. Because of this
they are an absolutely vital potential resource, and we cannot
afford to mneglect them. It is in Harvard’s interest that they
develop during their years here a feeling of attachment to the
Harvard community that will be carried on into the future.
This is at least as important as the development of such a feel-
ing among undergraduates. But the feeling will not be gen-
erated if graduate students think of themselves as the Univer-
sity’s step-children, if they remember their years in Cambridge
witnout warmth.

table condition, two further questions are suggested: what are
the factors within our control that account for this state of
affairs? and what ought to be done abtout them?

The most fundamental such factor is the one that has already
been referred to: neglect. There are some 3,000 graduate stu-
dents as against 4,800 undergraduates; yet it seems fair to say
that we devote a far smaller proportion of our thought or
facilities to the Graduate School than we do to the College.
All members of the Committee are thoroughly committed to
the Harvard tradition that the College is the heart of the Uni-
versity, and ought to be. But we do believe that the Graduate
Schoel merits, both in numbers and importance, more attention
than it has ever received. For our 4,800 Harvard undergraduates
we will soon have ten residential Houses, not to mention the
Freshman dormitories in and near the Yard. The Houses are

centers of social and intellectual activity, as communities in
which a student holds membership. For the 3,000 graduate stu-
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dents of today there is nothing whatever to perform these func-
tions unless we count that owl’s share of Harkness that is
wrested away [rom the panthers of the Law Sx:ht:t:il ! Nor dcr
race, agreeable though t;hey are, fill th& gap.

Another factor that helps to explain the level of morale is,
we are ﬁénvinﬁed the si?e QE l:hE gr:iduate studéﬁt bﬂd? T;VE

Smaller departmentsg Thls is not merﬁly a quesmr)n Df students
faculty ratio. A department of five professors and twenty grad-
uate students is better off from this point of view than a
department of thirty professors and one-hundred and twenty
graduate students, though the ratio is the same. The reason
is that a group of twenty can more casily develop a sense cf
participation and fraternity among its members than can a
group of one-hundred and twenty.

These, then, are the proximate explanations of the morale
problem — or the explanations that fall within the reach of
either this Committee or the faculty it represenis. As we have
said earlier, the explanation can doubtless be traced back to
more fundamental causes in the upbringing and expectations
of our graduate students and in the climate of the times. But
neither the Committee nor the faculty can do anything about
that. All we can c}ffer in this connection is a plea for under-
standing that the current graduate generation is different and
that it has been taught to expect things that we did not expect,
and to resent things that we endured as a matter-of-course.

On the other hand, both the factor of size and the factor of
neglect are within reach, and thfzy ought to be grasped. We have
recommended above that the size of the Graduate School be
reduced. It is unnecessary to say more about that recommenda-
tion at this point except to emphasize, or re-emphasize, its im-
mediate bearing on the problem of morale. But there are in
addition certain affirmative measures we believe that Harvard
shéuld take that would bear diréczﬂy on the factor of neglect:

How the owl and the panther were Sharlng a pu:,
The panther took piecrust and gravy and meat,
While the owl had the dish as his share of the treat.
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1. We believe that the Graduate School badly needs facili-
ties which will enable and encourage its students to congre-
gate. To be specific, Harvard should provide a Graduate Cen-
er. Though the Houses do perform this function for under-
graduates and for the Teaching Fellows lucky enough fo be
attached to them, the rest of the graduate student population
reinains not only outside the pale but keenly aware of the
contrast between the amenities provided for others and the
social isolation that they recognize as their own lot. The pres-
ence among them of many Harvard College graduates only
makes things worse, since these men have known at first hand
the pleasures of the life in the Houses and often continue to
visit and eat with undergraduate friends.

It is our unanimous conviction that such a Center is an ex-
tremely pressing need which ought to be granted a high pri-
ority in any University plans for construction or adaptation.
It would provide a focal point for the feeling of community
that is so sadly lacking now, a place where students could en-
gage in joint activities and widen their circle of acquaintance
and experience. It would provide Gppartu’niti&s for contact
between students and faculty, more inviting and less formal
than a Widener study or the corridors of the Holyoke Center.
Equally important, the establishment of such a Center would
help dispel the step-child feeling that so many graduate stu-
dents now have. The University cannot persuade them that
they are cherished members of the family merely by telling
them so. It must provide visible and functional evidence of
1ts concern.

None of the students we spoke to thought that the Center
should be residential.? They thought of it as serving meals,
providing space for social events of all sorts and sizes, and
facilities for informal — and formal — groups to meet for dis-
cussion, to show films, perhaps to put on plays. It seemed of
the highest iraportance to them that it be in or very close to
the Yard. They thought that its success would depend largely
upon its convenience. It should be planned by graduate stu-
clents to serve their neecls anci th(:;;e af futﬂre graduate stg_xdf—;ﬂts
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each other. There might perhaps be a few bedrooms to provide
quarters for speakers or other guests from out of town, but
otherwise there would presumably be nobody in residence

If it is for some reason impossible to create such a Center
in the near future, the University might as a temporary alterna-
tive establish several scattered smaller gathering-places. How
many, would depend on space, resources, and other considera-
tions. But they ought to be substantial enterprises, not token
arrangements for coffee or coke machines. Nor should thev be
strictly departmental or even restricted to graduate students in
particular academic areas. The aim should be for a mixture
of students from various disciplines, drawn to the gathering-
place partly because it is geographically near their usual stamp-
ing grounds but chiefly because of its congeniality. 7

2. We urge that all departments without exception undertake
as socn as possible to review their present grading practices and
curricular requirements in consultation with individual grad-
uate students and groups of graduate students. Certain depart-
ments are already so engaged. Even if a department finds that
nothing in its present practices needs to be changed, such a
review — we know — would have the enormous benefit of ex-
plaining and even demonstrating to the graduate students why
the present practices are useful, even valuable to them. We
think, however, that it may be possible in many cases to mini-
mize routine requirements, to cut down letter-grading, to
accoinpany all necessary letter-grading by careful explanations
of the judgments reached, and to reach a greater degree of
flexibility in arranging for individually tailored doctoral pro-
grams.

3. The departments can and should inaugurate various mea-

sures to make graduate students realize that they are citizens
rather than subjects of the departmental community. There
ought to be machinery for regular consultation with graduate
students on all matters that affect them, and the consultation
should not be confined to grievances that the students present
on their own initiative. Their counsel should be actively
solicited.

Every department should select a member to perform the
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function of graduate-student adviser. Except in the smallest
departments, this function cannot be performed effectively by
the chairman. The students should have their own man whose
primary administrative role is focused on them. A junior fac-
ulty member may be able to fill this bill, but not if he is himself
excluded from important departmental councils. In some de-
partments an influential and interested secretary has played
the part effectively. In others the weight and authority of a
senior member may be needed. The vital thing is to make
sure that the arrangement works to assure the students of de-
partmental attention and respect.

That assurance can also be strengthened by other and more
individual advisory arrangements. While many departments
assign a professorial adviser to each entering student, this rela-
tionship seldom amounts to much. It might be better (assum-
ing that central departmental advisory machinery does exist)
to assign seasoned student advisers to new students. This seems
to have worked well in departments (e.g., Chemistry) that have
tried it. The experienced student can probably give more use-
ful informal counsel than professors who have forgotten the
rules; and the graduate adviser can be resorted to when rules
must be called into question.

Each Entéring student shcxuld alsc;) receiveg on or soon aftér
départment wv:lccnm1ng him anc_i fof:nng him such prehmlnary
advice and information as he may need about Harvard in
particular and academic practice in America in general. Our
departmental pamphlets setting forth departmental rules and
requirements are cold, legalistic documents; and the letter from
the Graduate School notifying a student of admission cannot,
in the nature of the case, concern his personal relationship with
the department he will join. We go to vast trouble to choose
these men and women. We should let them know at the outset
that we are as lﬂtEIESEEd 111 thf_:rﬂ as they are in us. This lettgr,

w111 gc: a lcng way Lc)ward d;spelllng unn&c:&s_sary mysi;éryg
Finally, we think there is much to be said for the appoint-
ment of graduate student “ombudsmen,” particularly in the
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large departments. It is our impression that they ought to be
experienced and strong-minded graduate students; of course
they ought to be compensated for taking on the responsibility
and provided with office space and facilities.

4. There is a certain kind of device for enriching and ¢ ify-
ing the graduate educational experience which is hard to .iame
or classify but which seems to us very promising. One form it
takes is the ""wcfkshf}p,“ ie., a small c:(jmmunity GE studéﬁts
one or more praféssars but alsr_i CIETIViI’lg stirnulus and a sense
of purpose from students’ long-run association with one an-
other. Another form seems typical of the sciences, where it
appears to be cornmon for such groups to take early shape in
a given professor’s laboratory. The point is that there must
be a direct and shared working relationship with a professor;
that a sense of group membership must be generated; aud that
this should all occur as soon as possible in the graduate student’s
career. Most departments at Harvard cheerfully maintain
tutorial for undergraduates, an extremely expensive and time-
ccasuming but also often very gratifying educational arrange-
ment. We have in recent years established “freshman semi-
nars’”’ to bring even younger undergraduates into early working
contact with faculty members. It is characteristic of us that
we have given little thought to analogous devices for graduate
students who surely need such bencfits just as much.

We strongly urge departments and individual faculty mem-
bers to consider the establishment of such enclaves. It is per-
haps worth noting that a physical location may be a near
necessity for bringing one into being. Professor Gerschenkron’s
“Economic History Workshop,” which might be regarded as a
prototype, had its own quarters and enjoyed a foundation grant.

5. In the Natural Sciences it is often possible for a graduate
student, working in association with one or more senior mem-
bers of the faculty, to make a significant contribution to knowl-
edge, to share in prepariﬁg and publishing the results of their
joint experiments, to sign the pubhcaticn as a co-author, and
so, at an early stage of his graduate career, to feel himself a
part of the learned world. This is much rarer in the Social
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Sciences and Humanities. Occasionally a graduate student may
produce a seminar report that can be and eventually is pub-
lished, but this remains an exception.

However, in these other areas a few recent undertakings
have achieved results similar to those in the Natural Sciences,
and we believe the faculty should know about them. For some
years the graduate students in Russian History have been pub-
lishing, with the advice of Professor Richard E. Pipes, a journal
called Kritika. To it they contribute reviews of current Soviet
scholarly works in any field of Russian history, works which they
would usually have been reading in any case as part of their
preparation for examinations or for the writing of their theses.
The reviews are often longer than those in ordinary scholarly
journals, and the students rigorously criticize one another’s
contributions before publication. Modestly but attractively
produced, Kritika has a ‘wide and appreciative audience in this
covatry and abroad, notably in the USSR itself. Occasionally
a review of a book by a Harvard graduate student has elicited
a response from the Soviet author, and a beneficial interchange
has followed. Started by a small grant from the Russian Re-
search Center, the journal is now self-supporting and has com-
manded the enthusiastic support of several generations of grad-
uate students in the field. Similar, but given less wide circula-
tion, are the China Papers produced by graduate students in
Chinese histo.y, which are dittoed, rather than printed, since
most of them are deemed perhaps not yet worthy of more
permanent format; but they do go to other libraries and prove
to the students themselves that, even in this extremely difficult
field with its sources in languages that are hard indeed to
master, it is possible at a relatively early stage to make valuable
contributions.

We think that members of the fazulty and graduate students
would agree that other similar efforts, perhaps parallel in some
respects and different in others would almost surely prove pos-
sible. All that is needed is the proper mix of eager graduate
students who take the initiative with benevolent and rigorous
faculty members who offer time, encouragement, and criticism.
Small subsidies can usually be found. We are far from advo-
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cating the mushroom growth of sub-scholarly periodicals, of

whose contents their authors mav later become ashamed. But
make early and careful and unpretentious scholarly publication
a reality, and so contribute simultaneously o knhowledge, tc the
education of their authors and editors, and to morale generally.
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APPENDIX

Excerpts from a Letter Addressed to the Chairman by a
Current Graduate Student

Briefly, my own tentative thoughts as to thE function and nature
of a new center are the following. First, let me call it not a union
or center but the Graduate Ficuse, and this not for sentimental
reasons but because the Flouses, for both undergraduate and grad-
uate students, are by and large beneficent, non-bureaucratic institu-
tions which do succeed in bringing studenus and faculty together
into social and intellectuzal society. This does not mean that the
Graduate House must have a master, senior tutor, and other appur-
tenances of the undergraduate Houses; only that, from the bégiﬁ-
ning an effort would be made to utilize those aspects of the exisiving
Houses which have already PI"GVECI their value.

Second, and I believe this is perbaps the single most important
condition, let me put the House in or just off Mass. Ave. and Har-
vard Squarc. as near to Widener and the present acting graduaie
center — the Un;vers*!ty Restaurant — 2s pnss;ble. In my o ’init;:ﬂ,
all the money. ping-pong tables and good will in the world cannot
make the Howmse successful if it isn’t located in this area.

I assume that a residential House is out of the question, and per-
haps it wouldn’t be a good idea anyway, vut in other respects I
would try to locate as many normal activities of graduate students
in the House as Pnss;ble dinlng, rela:{ailfsn a few sports, Perhapa;
a magazine reading room, certainly. ¥.ess Gb’v;ausly, there would
be offices for teaching fellows (here Flolyoke Center is an examp?e
in foolish saving of money and space not to be followed), lock-up
carrels for first and second year students (a way of relieving the
crush in the Widener stacks) , a general library somewhat larger than
the undergraduate House libraries, possibly even relocation of the
special tutorial libraries fromn Widener or creation of smaller new
ones. By thus bringing the fundamentals of graduate life — study

62



and teaching —into the center, I assume there would be little
chance that other facilities would ever be left unused. (Doing this
for science students is a more ditfficult prok:lem that I will leave to
one of them.)

As to the special attractions of the House, I think it is important
to plan in such a way that the House can be adapted easily to the
changing interests of different generations of graduate stud-znts.
At least three general aims strike me, however, as fairly fundainen-
tal. First, students will wish some informal facilities for meeting
others in their departments or areas of interest, if only pleasant
places near their studies and carrels to chat during coffee breaks.
mental or extia cvi rlcular k;nds hails and classrooms for lectures
and non-credit courses; a coffee room, a bar (better yet a kind of
café for both with snacks as well), workshops of various types, and
a small cinema-theatre, for meetings, talk, mixers, film clubs, sewing
circles, theatre groups and what-not. Then add to this a slush
fund like that available to House masters so that whoever runs
this monstrosity of mine (I take it the students do) can adapt it to
new interests as they arise.

Finally, I assume that the House would hope to promote a
greater degree of student—faculty contact; and here I would sug-
gest that the Graduate House follow the fairly successful under-
graduate example and start with a group of affiliated faculty who
know that they belong (and wish to) as a kind of graduate tutorial
staff. But I would let this group grow to any size that faculty in-
terest should swell it, and extend an invitation to all other faculty
members to come and use the facilities as they wish. Perhaps too,
there might be some provision for residences within the House for
staff members and itinerant lecturers, bigwigs, or artists.

All this, I am afraid, is just one way, and possibly a fairly idio-
syncratic way of envisioning a utopia of graduate students in Har-
vard Square, and a way, too, that would undoubtedly cause the
Faculty of Arts and Sciences to dip a good deal further into their
red inkpot in the next few years. But whatever the feasibleness of
such a suggestion, 1 hope these notes may be of some use toc your-
self and your committee. '

Please let me know if I can be of any help to you in any other
aspect of your inquiry.
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CHAPTER V

TEACHING FELLOWS AND GRADERS

The morale of the Teaching Fellows represents a special case
of the general procblem of graduate student morale and we have
therefore chosen to treat it separately in this section. We also
discuss graders, and make an additional recommendation with
regard to them.

Teaching Fellows themselves believe, as indeed do most de-
partmental chairmen, that undergraduate education could not
go on without them, and that they therefore should be regarded
not as pieces of machinery but as junior colleagues of the fac-
ulty. They frequently do not see such acceptance reflected,
however, in any interest in helping them to become better
teachers, in taking their ideas seriously, in consulting them
about their students, or in admitting them to departmental
councils on curriculum and educational policy. They feel de-
meaned by any suggestion that a Teaching Fellowship is a privi-
lege or a financial aid rather than an honorable mark of
acceptance into the community of teachers. They think that
their compensation, which — they maintain — has lagged mark-
edly behind that of other rarks, is both incommensurate with
their responsibilities and indicative of the neglect that reveals
itself in other, less tangible ways. Finally, they complain about
the helter-skelter system — or lack of system — that permits
notable disparities in the duties of Teaching Fellows from one
department to another. They want a uniform standard through-
out the Graduzte School that defines as precisely as possible the
amount of time that constitutes “‘a fifth.”

We are emphatically not prepared to make recommendations
for a change in the present structure (“hierarchy”) of the Uni-



versity. The faculty’s recent response to the report of the
Dunlop Committee showed that such changes can be recom-
mended when necessary. Indeed, we do not share the notion —
voiced with vehemence by several Teaching Fellows — that
an academic hierarchy is, pei se, unfair and obsolete. On the
contrary, we think that it fairly repre=sents the difierences — in
age, experience, and scholarly distinction — between various
segments of the faculty, and that it, or something like it, is
essential to the complex workings of the University. This is
not to say, of course, that cémp}aints about the inequities and
rigidities of a system that should be supple and responsive to
our academic needs should not command attention. Indeced,
we are convinced not only that certain reforms are overdue, but
that the Teaching Fellow system itself, in order to fulfill its
varied functions, should ke the object of continuing scrutiny
and of progressive adapiation to the ever-changing facts of
academic life.

In the spring of 1967, about oo Teaching Fellows formed
a “Federation,” ancl askfzd the admlnlstratlﬂn f(:r 11‘1;:1‘&35&;:1

lijwshlp Sh{}uld be 'Viewed pr,, _arlly as “‘an Educai;iﬁnal matter’’
rather than ‘a contractual matter concerned only with services
and pay.” Whereas such a pronouncement may have been de-
gnecl to restrict and raise the level of discussion, it could

arcely be expected to meet the claims of the Teaching Fellows:
hat their camp&nsatiﬂn had not kept pace with that of other

ctions of the junior faculty, that the disparity between Har-
vard salaries for Teaching Fellows and those of other institu-
tions were far greater than in the other ranks, and that Harvard’s
scale for "T'eaching Fellows was markedly lower than that of
other institutions in the Boston area for teachers of similar
qualifications performing comparable functions. :

In the light of evidence that we ourselves assembled during
the academic year 1967-68, and of data in the report of the
Dunlop Committee, we were certain that the Téai:hlﬂg Fellows
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had a powerful case. Consequently, we were highly gratified
during the summer of 1968 when Dean Ford recommmended —
and the governing boards approved — an increase in the salary
scale of Teaching Fellows retroactive to July 1, 1968.

The increase moved the salaries of Teaching Fellows at the
junior base rate from $4,400 to $5.,500, and at the senior base
rate from $6,000 to $7,000. Most present Teaching Fellows
teach two-fifths or three-fifths time. Therefore, in practice the
increase for those Teaching Fellows at the senior rate (1,108 in
number in 1967-68) has usually meant cash increases of $400
(two-fifths time) or $6oo (three-fifths time) per year; and the
increase for those at the junior rate (353 in number in 1967—638)
has meant cash increases of $440 and $660 per year. While we
recognize that the Dean of the Faculty made “this increase even
in the face of a very large budgeted deficit,” we agree with
him that the increase could do little more than “keep up with
the cost of living for men in this rank,” * and we believe that
more is needed soon.

With regard to the estimate of what actually constitutes a
fifth or a fourth of a Teaching Fellow’s time, there is wide
variation from department to department. We know that no
one trimly tailored system can accommodate the varying needs
of thirty-odd departments and committees. We know also that
the Dean of the Graduate School has repeatedly (in 1958, in
1961, and most recently on September 26, 1966) wrestled man-
fully with this problem, and issued manifestoes on “the rate
of work for Teaching Fellows.” Yet these pronouncements have
proved inadequate.

The rate of pay for graders in courses also constitutes a sep-
arate problem. Until the present academic year (1968-6g) the
base rate was, as it had been for a long time, $5.00 per student
per term, with $4.00 paid in courses requiring only grading of
final examinations, and $6.00 in courses ‘‘requiring an unusual
‘amount of work and skill from graders (if application for ihis
is approved by Dean Elder).” In 1968-6g the base rate was
raised to $7.00 per student per term, and $6.00 and $8.00 be-

1 Quotations from Dean Ford’s memorandum to department and committee
chairmen of September 18, 1968.
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came the permissible variations according to the formula above.

‘The Comimittee believes that the raise was not large enough.
On the one hand, our undergraduates properly clamor for
detailed written comments on every examination and term
paper, and resent the “B” or “C” unaccompanied by explana-
tion and advice. On the other, even the present rate of pay
makes it extremely difficult for a grader to give the time neces-
sary to write such comments without performing sweated labor.

The Committee recommends:

1. That as soon as possible the administration institute a
further raise in salary for Teaching Fellows, from $5,500 to
$6,500 for the junior grades and from $%,000 to $7.500 for the
senior grade. It is clear to us that the base rate for senior-grade
T'eaching Fellows should not be higher than $%,500, the new
full-time basis for the “Instructor.”

2. That the Dean of the Faculty appoint a committee, to
include the Dean of the Graduate School, the Director of the
Program of General Education, and at least one senior faculty
representative and one Teaching Fellow from each area (the
Natural Sciences, the Social Sciences, and the Humanities) for
the purpose of keeping under constant scrutiny the actual de-
mands made by the different departments upon the Teaching
Fellows, in order that so far as possible ‘“‘uniformity of fifths’’
may be maintained; and that, in those inevitable instances
where it is not maintained and inequity appears, such inequity
may be rapidly discovered and remedied. Teaching Fellows
should be informed that all questions and complaints about
their rates of work should be referred to this committee.

3- We have been gratified to learn that in the Program of
General Education, Teaching Fellows are participating in gen-
eral policy discussions, and urge all other chairmen to follow
suit promptly. Depending on the size, resources, and constitu-
tion of the department — and there would, of course, be varia-
tions — these procedures might include regular meetings be-
tween the Teaching Fellows and older members on problems
of sections and tutorial, participation by Teaching Fellows in
discussion of new appointments to their own ranks, and the
use of older Teaching Fellows as counselors to their junior
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colleagues. Whatever could be done to engage the Teaching
Fellows in the work of the department, and thus to give them a
sense of its corporate identity and responsibilities would, we
think, be movement in the right direction.

4. We think that all departments — and indeed all members
of the teaching staff — should be prepared to respond affirma-
tively to any request that may come to them from Teaching
Fellows individually or in groups for discussion of pedagogical
problems in general, and in particular of those problems likely
to face teachers at the outset of their teaching careers.

5. We rececmmend that on 1 July 1g6g the administration
raise the rate of graders to $10.00 per student per term, with
the prospect of 2 further increase as soon as practicable, and
that permissible variations be set at $g.00 and $11.00.



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Size of the Gradirate School

1. The Committee finds that the size of the Graduate School
should — over the five-year period 1g9%70-194%75 — be reduced
from a present total of more than g,000 students by at least 20
per cent, with 2,400 students as the goal for the year 1975-%6.

2. All depairtmants except for some specifically mentioned
(see pp. 15—-16 abeve) should, for a five-year period bLeginning
in 1¢%0--41, admit no more new students in any year than those
admitted i the “minimum” year, that year between 1960-61
and 1967-68 when the department registered the fewest new
students.

‘3. Any department that in any year between 1g70-%1 and
197495 actually registers new students in a number beyond
that anticipated in Table g in Chapter II above, page 22,
should cut its admissions for the next year correspondingly.

4. Any department for which hardship is created by the
application of these precepts should seek relief by consultation
with the Dean of the Faculty.

5. Any department whose admissions have remained stable
since 19g6o-61 should now consider whether it may wish to re-
duce its numbers of new students beginning with 1g9%70-471.

¢. The number of new graduate students admitted to any
new interdepartmental degree program begun during the years
1gy0—1975 without the addition of permanent mew faculty
appointments, should be compensated for by corresponding
cuts in the admission of new students by the participating de-
partments.

7. Wherever possible, departmental admissions officers should
m:il;f: the new cuts EspE(;ialljf amﬁng studénfs who are clearly
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8. Professors with unusually heavy burdens of thesis-direction
should reduce the number of theses they undertake to direct.

9- Departments should try to redistribute the privilege and
burden of thesis-direction by encouraging candidates to move
into less crowded fields, or, if necessary, by eventuzlly re-allo-
cating their permanent appointments.

Admissions and Financial Aid (all recommendations to take
effect in r970—71) |

10. The Dean of the Faculty should consult with any depart-
ment or committee that woulc .ke to Experiment with inter-
viewing liere or elsewhere some or all of its prospective graduate
students, and should provide funds for such an experiment.

11. All offers of Harvard financial aid to first-year students
should be accompanied by explicit assurance that the aid will
be renewed in the second year, provided that the student has
maintained satisfactory progress toward the Ph.D. degree.

12. As soon as possible the University should establish a five-
year guarantee of financial support for all Ph.D. candidates with
Harvard aid who rnaintain such progress.

13. The Committee on Fellowships and Other Aids for
Graduate Students should move at once toward making the
necessary investigations and formulating the recommendations
that will make possible such a five-year gua:antee.

The Morale of Graduate Students

14. Harvard should provide a Graduate Student Center, to
be planned and managed by graduate students for graduate
students.

15. All departments rhould review their present graduate
requirements and grading prag:tices in consultation with grad-
uate students, with a view to minimizing routine and reaching
new flexibility whenew:r that is desirable and possible.

16. Each department should appoint a faculty member, not
the chairman, to act as graduate student adviser, who should be
available to discuss with graduate students anything that they
wish to discuss. In addition, some departments may wish to
consider assigning experienced graduate students as advisers
for new graduate students.
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17. Each department should send to each newly accepted
student a personal and informal letter explaining how he was
selected, and discussing what the departmental pamphlet really
means: why its requirements are desirable, what is the nature
of research, and what academic life is all about.

18. Wherever possible “workshops” — as defined and dis-
cussed above (page 5g) — should be founded and encouraged.

19. Departments should be alert to all possibilities for en-
abling graduate students to become part of the scholarly world
as early as possible, especially by encouraging scholarly publi-
cation.

Teaching Fellows, Graders :

20. As soon as possible the base rate of pay for Teaching
Fellows should rise from $5,500 to $6,500 for the junior grade
and from $7,000 to $7,500 for the senior grade.

21. The Dean of the Faculty should appoint a committee
to maintain equity in the workload of Teaching Fellows, and
to correct inequities when they are found. It should include
the Dean of the Graduate School, the Director of General
Education, and at least one senior faculty member and one
Teaching Fellow from each of the three areas.

22. Each department should institute procedures for engag-
ing Teaching Fellows more directly in the work of the depart-
merxt.

23. Members of the faculty should be prepared to respond
affirmatively to requests from Teaching Fellows for the dis-
cussion of any pedagogical question.

24. On 1 July 1969 the administration should raise the rate
of pay for graders to $10.00 per student per term, with the
prospect of an additional raise after another year, and the per-
missible variations set at $g9.00 and $11.00.

HEersCHEL C. BAKER
WiLLiaMm N. LirscoMB
RoBERT G. McCLOSKEY
ROBERT W. WHITE
RoOBERT LEE WoLFF, Chairman
March 1969
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